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ABSTRACT 

* 

: Non-Public Schools Learning Resource Center 
: ESEA, Title I 
: $1,271,000.00 

: To establish and maintain a diagnostic/ 
prescriptive learning program to recognize 
and provide for students with extreme 
learning difficulties. 

: Title I children in grades 1 through 12 
in twenty-seven non-public^ schools in 
Detroit. 

: Approximately 1,'453 * 

: Twenty-seven Non-Public schools in Detroit, 
Michigan 

: Thirty-five « 

: The Office of Research, Planning and 
Evaluation, ReJefearch and Evaluation 
Department, Detroit Public Schools 

: 1971-72 * x \ 

: The staff provides diagnostic/prescriptive 
treatment for Title I students referred to 
them by the teachers and/or the school 
administration. The students are diagnosed 
and properly f treated individually or in 
small eroujgH&n their own schools. Perceptual 
training i^Brials , individualized reading 
and math /jp^rials , and staff developed \ 
materialjPtfre used to meet the needs of 
each student, / 
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A Synopsis 
of 

THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS LEARNING RESOURCE CENTERS 
Brief Description of Project 

The Learning Resource Center was established as a method of resolving 
the problem of working with Title I students who are underachieving in the 
area of reading and mathematics. These students' learning difficulties 
and consequent lack of achievement have not been remediated in the normal 
reading or mathematics laboratory situation. ' 

Approximately fourteen hundred and fifty-three students fit into this 

category anH it is expected they will benefit from center ^treatment. A 

concerted effort was made by the Learning Center not only in diagnosing 

learning problems for target students, but In prescribing those methods 

which facilitate jor Improve r the acquistlon of skills which will ultimately 

lead to raising their academic levels of achievement in reading and 

mathematics* 
» 

The Learning Resource Center Is a diagnostic/prescriptive learning 
program designed to recognize and provide for students with extreme learning 
difficulties In twenty-six Npn-Public Schools. The staff consists of three 
administrators, thirty-four 'professionals and fifty-one school service 
assistant s. . 

The staff provides diagnostic/prescriptive treatment for students 
referred to them. The students are treated Individually or In small groups 
In their own schools. Perceptual training materials, individualized 
reading and ma t hem atics materials, and staff developed materials are uased 
to meet the needs of each student. 
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Evaluation Design and Results 

Evaluation of the Learning Resource Center program for the year-end 
report relied on results of a pre- and post test administration of. the 
California Achievement Tests (grades K-l2)« The teachers also used the 
Stanford Diagnostic Test (Grades 1-12) to assess participating sutdents* 
learning needs in reading and ma thematics skills. 

The diagnostic/prescriptive treatment the student^ receive is geared 
toward helping the students overcome their learning difficulties so that 
the emphasis is placed more on the learning process^ (teaching students how 
\to jLearn) during their treatment period than on achievement of specific 
subject utter. 

Three questionnaires were constructed and administered to determine 
attitudes toward and assessment of the Learning Resource Center program. 
Ahother questionnaire was constructed and administered to obtain an 
appraisal of the effectiveness of the In-Service Training program. 

• v 

! 

, f 

T 

■ * * 
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-11- 



9 

ERIC 



EVALUATION DESIGN AND RESULTS 
Evaluation of the Non-Public Schools iemrning^fcesource Center program 



administration of the California Achievement Thsts (CAT), and Stanford 
Diagnostic Test. These test results are presented for the purpose of giving 
as complete a test profile of the students as possible. - ' 

The diagnostic/prescriptive treatment the students received was geared 
toward helping the students overcome .their learning difficulties bo that 
the emphasis was placed more on the learning process (teaching students 
how to learn) during their treatment period than on achievement of specific 
subject matter. 

Three questionnaires were constructed and administered to obtain 
Learning Resource Center teachers, parents, and staff attitudes as well 
as their assessment of the Non-Public Schools Learning Resource Center 
program. Another questionnaire was constructed to assess the in-service 
training of the Learning Resource Center Teachers. 

EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Appropriate screening and diagnostic instruments were administered and 
students were selected for prescriptive treatment. The average duration of 
treatment ^or participating students was six months. 

All students accepted for the diagnostic/prescriptive services of the 
Learning Resource Center are tested to assess their reading and mathematics 




for the year^end report relied on results of a pre- and posttest 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
The following Is a atimmary of the highlights of the project!; 
*A. California Achievement Teata' CReading) ■ • > 

1. Grade 1 gained five months,. 

2. Grade 2 gained .eight months T 

3. Grade 3 gained seven months. v 

4. Grade 4 gained ten months. 

5. Grade 5 gained ten months. 

6. Grade 6 gained eleven months. t 

7. Grade 7 gained twelve months* 

8. Grade 8 gained thirteen months. 
Grade 9 gained eight months. 

m 10. Grade 10 gained eight months. 

11. Grade ]] gained nine months* 

12. Grade 12 gained ten months. 

B. California Achievement Test (Mathematics) 



1. 


Grade 


1 gained seven months* 


2. 


Grade 


2 gained ten months* 


3. 


Grade 


3 gained eight months. 


4. 


Grade 


4 gained ^ten months. 


5. 


Grade 


5 gained niife tNoonths. 


6. 


Grade 


6 gained ten months. 


7. 


Grade 


7 gained fourteen months. 


8. 


Grade 


6 gained twelve months. 
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B. California Achievement Teata (Mathematics) ^Cont'd) 

9. Grade 9 gained 

10. / Grade 10 gained 

No data are available 

11. Grade 11 gained 

12. Grade 12 gained 

C. Stanford Diagnostic test (Reading) 

1. Grade 1 gained six months. 

2. Grade 2 gained seven months. 

3. Grade 3 gained six months. 
V^- 4. Grade 4 gained six months. 

5. Grade 5 gained seven months* 

6. Grade 6 gained 8ix^ mortis. ' 

7. Grade 7 gained ten months. 

8. Grade 8 gained eleven months* 



c. 



9. Grade 9 gained eleven months* 

10; Grade 10 gained nine months* 

11. Grade 11 gained eight mopths. 

12. Grade 12 gained twelve months* 



D. Stanford Diagnostic Teat (Mathematics 



1. 


Grade 1 


gained 


seven months. 


2. 


Grade 2 


gained 


aix months. 


3. 


Grade 3 


gained 


six months. * 


4. 


Grade 4 


gained 


nine months. 


5. 


Grade 5 


gained 


nine months. 




1 


/ 


t • 
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Stanford Diagnostic Test (Mathematics) (Con't) 

6. Grade 6 gained ten months'. 

7. Grade 7 gained nine months. 

8. Grade 8 gained twelve months. 

9. Grade 9 gained 

10. Grade 10 gained 

11. Grade 11 gained 

12. Grade 12 gained 



No data are available 



E. Staff Perceptions of the Non-Public Schools Learning Resou rce Center 

1. Ninety-nine percent (99Z) of the respondents indicated that 
the Learning. Resource Center's services were helpful to their 
school. 

2. Ninety-nine percent (99Z) of the respondents indicated that 
aost teafihers have a positive attitude toward the Learning 
Resource Center. 

S 

3. Ninety-four percent (94%) of the respondents indicated that 
the Learning Resource Center has been successful in improving 
reading and «athe*afi£cs skills of participating pupils. 

4. Ninety-five percent (f5Z) of the respondents have indicated 
that the participating pupils enjoyed going to the Learning 
Resource Center. 

5. Ninety-seven percent (97Z) of the respondents indicated that s 
the consultant was* very helpful to then. 

6. Ninety-five percent (95Z) of the respondents indicated that 
the Learning Resource Center has been successful in Improving 
attitudes of participating pupils toward learning. 

7. Ninety-eight percent (98Z) of .the. participants indicated that 
the Learning Resource Center teachers were readily available 
to then. 

8. Ninety-nine percent (99Z) of the participants indicated they 
would refer another child who needed* help to the Learning 
Resource Center. ' 
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Perceptions of the Learning fteaource C enter Teachers 

a. Need more parental Involvement . 

b. Need more staff involvement. 

c. Leas paper work* 

d. Need more in-service training for LRCJ teachers and aids 

e. No need for the daily logs (Aide's Logs). 

f. More flexibility In the structure of the Learning Resource 
Center *. . 



g. More individualized materials for older ckild 




h. Order materials to arrive on time. 



Parents' Perceptions of the Learning Resource Center 

1. Ninety-three percent (53%) of the parents indicated that 
the Learning Resource Center staff have been successful m 
inr improving their children's attitude toward learning. 

2. Ninety-four percent (94%) of the parents indicated that 
their children' enjoyed going to the Learning Resource 
Center* 

9 

3. v Ninety-seven percent (97%) of the parents indicated that 

their children liked the teachers and aides of the Learning * 
Resource Center. 

» 

4. Ninety-nine percent (99%) of the parents indicated that the 
the teachers and aides appeared to bfc sincerely concerned 
about their children's education. 



Staff Perceptions of the In-Service Training Workshops 

1. Ninety-two percent (92%) of tlie respondents indicated that 
the Analysis of the Workshop Design was very good. 

2. Ninety^four percent (94%) of the respondents indicated that 
the Workshop Procedures were very good. <* 

3. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of the respondents indicated that 
the Workshop Content was very good. 
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H. Staff Perceptions of the In-Service Training Worksho ps CCont'd) 

4. Ntnety-nine percent (99X) of the respondents Indicated that 
the consultant* were very good. 

5. Ninety percent (90%) of the respondents indicated that the 
Workshop outcomes were very good. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

On the basis of the general conclusions drayn from the data of this 
evaluation and the evaluator's observations, the following »ecommendations 
regarding the Learning Resource Center are: J * / & 

1. Efforts should be made to continue to offer sin-service training 
for "the school service assistants in "Developmental Approach to 
Diagnostic/Prescriptive Teaching. " 

2. Efforts should be made to continue to offer in-service training 
for the teachers in "Developmental Approach to Diagnostic/Pre- \ 

scr ipt ivo Teaching • " / 

» . -» 

3*. Efforts should be made to inform each school staff with guidelines 
regarding the Learning Resource Center and Title I Rules and 
# Regulations. 

A. Efforts should be made to have a better communication with the 
classroom teachers- regarding their students in the Learning 
Resource Center. 

« * 

5. Efforts should tffe made to offer in-servicor training workshops in 
mathematics and reading for the school service assistants. 

6. Efforts should be made to offer In-service training workshops In 
the different areas as indicated by the staff. 

7. Efforts should be made to super^Q school sotvico assistants 
while they perform Instructional duties in every 'school. 

8. \ Efforts should be made to inform the parents of the taraet students 

about the Learning Resource Center and how they can be helpful to 
their children at home. 

, 9. Efforts should be 'made to offer in-service training workshops for 
the parents at the Learning Resource Center. 
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CONCLUSION 



tia the basis of the procedures used to evaluate the effectiveness qf 



the project in terms of the asee^smeiit by the participants of the VariQi 



i 



aspects of their involvement, the findings showed that the project wag 
effective in implementing the activities and in achieving the objectives. 
The evaluator strongly recommends that the program should be continued and 
attempts should be made* to follow through with the recommendations . 
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NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS . "» 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTERS 

•• . . • . . •., .... . i - 

■■*..-■ * 

DESCRIPTION OP PROJECT 
Rationale - 

' » In the Non-Public Schools the Learning Resource Centers were established 
as a method of resolving the problem of working with Title I students who 
are underachieving in the^area of reading and mathematics. These students' 
learning difficulties and consequent lack of achievement had not been 
remediated in the normal reading classroom situation. 

Approximately, one thousand four hundred and fifty-three students fit 
into this category and it was expected they would benefit from center treat- 
ment. A concerted effort was made by the Learning Resource Centers not 
only in diagnosing learning proBlems for target students, but In prescribing 
those methods which would facilitate or improve the acquisition of skills 
which in turn will ultimately lead to raising their academic levels of * 
achievement in reading and- mathematics. 

The Learning Resource Center is a diagnostic/prescriptive-learning 
program designed to recognize and provide for students with extreme 
learning difficulties in twenty-eight Non-Public Title I Schools. The 
staff consisted of three administrators, fifty-four school service assistants 

and thietjr-five teachers. 

The staff provided diagnostic/prescriptive treatment for students 
referred to them. The students are. treated individually or in small groups 
in their own schools. Perceptual training materials, individualized reading 
and mathematics materials, and staff developed materials were used to meet 
the needs of each student. 

■ . U : ■ . . 



Functions tod Responsibilities 

The functions and responsibilities the Learning Resource Centers weire to 

1. Diagnose specific learning difficulties. 

2. Write and implement prescriptive measures for remediation of 
handicaps* 

•a . 

3. Develop a plan for communicating information about the learning 
Center to schools, community , parents of enrollees and others 
affected personnel. 

4. Collect, organize, anaiyze, and report information regarding 
student progress. 

5. Develop and maintain a resource material center for parents and 
teachers. 

Operation of the Project 

As a means of accomplishing the functions and responsibilities as 
specified above the following strategies were designed and carried out 
during the 1980-81 school year and will also be continued by the Learning 
Resource Center during 1981-82: V 
K. Eligibility Defined 

The Learning Resource Center will be available to any student who 
is eligible to receiive Title I services. 
B. Referral Process - 

The process for student referral to the Learning Resource Center 
will require the following procedures: 

.1. Each school will establish a screening team comprised of 
professional staff members and supportive service personnel 
to determine. a student's need for Learning Resource Center 
, services. 

2. Offiqaj) referral must be initiated by the local school 
principal/ o 

3. Referrals will be made to the Learning Resource Center 
teachers, y 6 

-2- 

15 




C. Diagnoatic/PrcacriptiVc Procedures 

The following are the outlined procedures to be followed by 
Learning Center staff: 

,1. Administration of diagnostic devices. 

2. Staffing for evaluation of findings and development of 
prescription which may include supportive services. 

3* Implementation of prescription. 

o- ■ 4. Feedback to parents and referring teachers. 

5. Evaluation of prescription with revisions as needed. 

X 6. Final evaluation. 

7. Dissemination of results. 

Monitoring and Documfentaiton 

Anecdotal and daily legs are kept by all Learning Resource Center 
staff members. Data related to students involved in the program are * 
collected, organized, analyzed, and reported regarding their progress. 
' On-site visitations are conducted by the/ center director to do the 

* following: 

a. Observe and assiit teachers in the Learning Resource Center. 

b. Observe selected Title I students within the classroom setting 
as a means of assisting classroom teachers in determining a 
strategy for working with students with severe learning problems. 

Project operation is continually reassessed and adjusted on the 

basis of monitoring the program. 
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skills. This testing provides the consultants with Information on the 
student' 8 academic needs. All students accepted In this program have 
demonstrated an Inability to learn in the regular classroom despite the 
best efforts of their teachers. Additional testing' Is done to determine 
the most efficient way to teach the Individual student before a prescription 
is developed for therapeutic tutoring. All children In the Learning 
Resource Center were tested with the California Achievement Tests in grades 
K-12. 



PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVE EVALUATION 



Product Objective #1 * 

X. Individuals - Approximately 1363 students, grades 1-12 

2. Behavior - will show gains 

3. Objectiof Behavior - in reading 

4. Tine - Septembit, 1980 to June, 1981 ^ 

5. Criterion for Success - At least fifty percent of the. students V 

in the program will gain one month in 
reading skills for each month of program 
participation (7 months) .. 

Evaluation/ Procedures 

1# Typi - Pretest : April, 1980 
I I Post test: April, 1981 

2. Participants - These students wejre selected by staff and principals 

] . of each school. Approximately 1363 students, grades 

| 1-12 were selected for the Learning Resource Center. 

3. Amount of Time Involved - It was estimated that project* participants 

received four periods of instruction in 
the Learning Resource Ceiitzer per week. 

4. Analysis Technique - The number of participants who gain at 

least, one month in reading achievement ^Eor 
each month of program participation will be 
tabulated. 

5. Instrument - California Achievement Tests, Grade 1-12 (Reading). 

6. Problems - There were a number of students who either togk only 

the pretest or the postttest. These students were not 
included in the final data. 
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t. Evaluation Results 

1. Criterion - At least fifty percent of the students in the program 
vill gain one month In reading skills for each month 
of program participation. 



2. Results Statement 

CAT - Reading 

a. Grade 1 gained five months. 

- ' r b. Grade 2 gained eight months. 

c. Grade 3 gained seven months. 

d. Grade 4 gained ten months. 

e. Grade 5 gained ten months. 

f . Grade 6 gained eleven months. 

g. Grade 7 gained twelve months. 

h. Grade 8 gained thirteen months. 
1. Grade 9 gained eight months, 
j • Grade 10 gained eight months • 
k. Grade 11 gained nine months . 

\ 1. Grade 12 gained ten months. 



W 
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There wejre five hundred and forty-six or C55%) of the students who 
gained more than one month in reading skills for each month of 
program participation. 



D. The objective was achieved . 



E. Data 

See Table 1 
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CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TESTS READING RESULTS 

TABLE 1 



Grade 
Level 


Total 

Students 
Taking 
Down tne 
Pretest & 
Posttest 


Total 
Student 

ship 


Average 

Hours of* 
Instruction 
per 
Student 
per week 


Total 
Hours of 
Instruction 


GEU 
PreteBt 
Average 

** 


GEU 
Posttest 
Average 

±* 


GEU.. 
Average 
Gain . 

0 ** 

1 . " • 


1 


- 


95 


3.5 


105 




1.5 


.5 


2 


123 


146 


3.6 


116 


1.2 


2.0 


.8 


•> 

3 


131 


177 


3.4 


111 


1.8 


2.5 


.7 


4 


143 


178 


3.3 


, 107 


2.3 


3.3 V 


1.0 


5 


144 


167 


3.2 


107 


3,0 


4.0 . 


1.0 


6 


123 


155 


3.3 


108 


3.6 




1.1 


7 


91 


122 


3.1 


101 


4.0 

l' 


5.2 


1.2 


8 


1 — 

67 


90 


3.1 


101 


4.6 


5.9 


'♦1.3 


9 


95 


140 


6.7 


^390 


7.0 


7.8 


.8 


10 


46 


55 


6.7 , 


390 N 


7.2 


8.0 


,8 


11 


23 


23 


6.7 


390 


6.8 


7.7 


.9 


12 


* 8 


15 


6.7 


390 


7.8 
^ 


8.8 


1.0 
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F. Suppltmtntary Analvia ' K 

Ho supplementary analysis was made for this objective 
G» Conclusion ^xT^ 

Although the objective was achieved only one half of the students achieved 
it. Efforts should Be made to work more closely with fchese students and 
raise the number of students to achieve the objective. 

r 

* * ' n 
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Product Objective #2 * * / 

1. Individuals - Approxii&tely 620 students, grades 1-12 

2. Behavior - will show gains " 

3. Object of Behavior - In -oatheaatics 

4. Time - September, 19#> *b June. 1981 

5. Criterion for Success - At least fifty percent of the students 

in the program will gain one nonth in 
* mathematics skills for each month of 

program participation (6 months)* 

Evaluation Procedures q 

1. Type - Pretest : Aptf£L, 198Q- , ^ 

Posttest: April, 1981 

2. Participants These students were selected by the staff and 

principal of each school. Approximately 518 
students grade 1-8 were selected for the 
Learning Resource Center. 

3. Amount of Time Involved - It was estimated that the project 

participants teceived four periods 
of instruction in the Learning 
' Resource Center per week. 

4. Analysis Technique - The number of participants who gain at 

least one month in mathematics achieve- 
ment for each month of program 
participation will be tabulated. < 

5. Instrument - California Achievement Test - Grades 1-12 

(Mathematics) 

6. Problems - There were a number of students who either took 

only pretest or posttest. These students were not 
included in the final data. 
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Evaluation R6&ulte 
I* 

1. Criterion - At least fifty percent of £he student in the program 

will gain one month In mathematics skills for each 
month of program participation. 

2. Results Statement: 



CAT - 


Mathematics 


a. 


Grade 


1 gained seven months. 


b. 


Grade 


2 gained ten months. 


c. 


Grade 


3 gained eight months. 


d. 


Grade 


4 gained ten months. 


e. 


Grade 


5 gained nine months. 


f . 


Grade 


6 gained ten months. 


8- 


Grade 


7 gained fourteen months. 


h. 


Grade 


8 gained twelve months. 


i. 


Grade 


9 gained 


J. 


Grade 


10 gained 






No data a 


k. 


Grade 


11 gained 


1. 


Grade 


12 gained 



There were two hundred and ninety-eight or (57%) of the students who 
gained more than one month in mathematics skills for each month of 
program participation. 

The objective waa achievefl . ^ ^ 

Data 

See Table 2 
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CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TESTS MATHEMATICS RESULTS 

TABLE i 



Grade 
Level 


Total 

Students 
Taking 
Doin cue 
Pretest & 
Posttest - 


Total 
Student 
Member** 

ship 


Average 

fit 117)1? of of 

Hours of 
Instruction 
per 
Student 
per week 


Total 
Hours~ of 

Ttntafr^iict'f on 


GEU 
Pretest 

** 


GEU 
Posttest 
Aver ace 

** 


GEU 
Average 
Gain 
** 


- 1 ^ 


- 


42 


2.8 


77 


- 


1.7 


.7 


2 


49 


65 


2.9 


. 96 


1.3 


2.3 


1.0 


3 




•* ■ 

83 


3.4 


104 


2.0 


2.8 


• 8 


4 


56 


75 


3.2 


100 


2.7 


3.7 


1.0 


5 


45 


49 


3.1 


96 


3.4 


4.3 


.9 


6 


69 


73 


3.1 


96 


4.3 


5.3 


J 

1.0 


7 


65 


76 


3.3 


, 102 


4.4 


5.8 


1.4 


8 


49 


55 


2.8 


85 


5.3 


6.5 


1.2" 


9 
















10 














m 


11 










• 






12 






♦ 
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SupplMMratmrr Analysis 

Ho supplementary analysis vaa nade for thi* objective 

Conclusion 1' 

Although the objective was achieved only one^lf of the students 
achieved it. Efforts should be/made to wqrk more closely with these 
students and raise the number of students to achieve the objective. 
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Product Objective 13 A 

1. Individuals - Approa^toatcly 1363 students, grades 1-12 

2. Behavior - will shov gaineu 

3. Object of Behavior - In reading 

. 4. Time - September, 1980 to June*, 1981 

S. Criterion for Success - At least fifty percent of the students in 
, * i . the plrogram will show an average gain of 

one month in grade equivalent units in 
reading for each month of program partici- 
pation. & 

Evaluation Procedures , 

i. Type - Pretest : October, 1980 
Posttest: May, 1981 

2?^ Participants - These v students were selected by staff and principal 

of. each school. Appro*iamtely 1363 students, grade 
1-12 were selected for tfie Learning Resource Center 
- for reading* 

3* Amdunt of Time Involved - It was estimated that project participants 

received fou* periods of instruction in 
\ the Learning Resource Center per week. 

4. Ajurfysie Technique —The data will be tabulated and calculated by 

grade. The data will indicate the mean of 
grader equivalent gain. 

5. Instruments - Stanford Diagnoat^tr^eat (Reading) 

6. Problems - There were a number of students who either took only 

the pretest or only the posttest. These students were 
not included in the final data. 

* 

Evaluation Results 

1. Criterion - At least scventyHEive percent of the students in the * 
program will show an average increase of one month 
in grade equivalent units in reading for each month 
of program participation. 
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2» Results Statement , 

Stanford Diagnostic Test Results (Reading) 
a v /Grade! gained six nw)nths. 
Br Grade 2 gained seven months. 

■• " ' . ' ■ 

• »" ■ - " ' 

c . Grade 3 gained, six months . v 

d. Grade 4 gained six months. 

• ■ . ■ * .*■*.■■.'«' • ■ * • 

. * e. . Grade 5 gained seven months. \ 

f • Grade 6 gained six months. ^ 

■' . - . ' ; ' " •"■ '.>'•■■ . : ' ■ ' "A-, ■ JV. 

§. Grade 7 gained tej& months. / 



r .r 



•ir » 



bu Grade 8 gained eleven* months. ^ ^ # 

>V ^. Grade 9 gained eleven months. * r 

j. Grade 10 gained nine months. 

k; Grade 11 gained eiglit months. \_ ; - 

1. Grade 12 gained twelve months, -v ^\ > « 

Ther e were five hundred and seventy-f J&e or C59%} of the students 
who gained more than one month in reading skills for each month 
of program participation*. *i 

P/ The objective was achieved r '\ 

E. Bata . ■ \, ; - . ! "V< v } " ; ^ , ■ 

See Table .3- * i r • ' 



I1ERJC - -;- v V. /. — V:.;,,;.-;:>. 
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Grade 
Level 



Total 
Number of 
Students 
Taking * 
both the 
Pretest & 
Posttest 



\ Total 
„ Student. 
Member- 
ship 



Average 
Number of 
Hours of 
Instruction 

Student 
fi per week 



Total , 
Hours of 
Instruction 



GEU 
Pretest 
Average 



GEO * 
Posttest 
Average 



GEU 
Average 
Gain 
** 



95 



3.1 



105 



1.6 



122 



146 



3.5 



116 



1.6 



2.3 



•3 ^ 



126 



177 



3.5 



111 



2.3 



2.9 



~4> 



v 118 



123 



178 



3.4 



107 



2.9 



3*5 



167 



3,2 



101 



3.5 



4.2 



123 



155 



3.4 



108 



w 



3.4 



4.0 



100 



122 



3.1 



101 



4.3 



5.3 



8 



75 



90 



3.1 



101 



4i,9 



6.0 



117 



10 



47 



11 



12 



13 



a 

-140 



6.7 



390 



5.3 



6.4 



t>- 

55 



6.7 v 



6>3-'-' 



7.2 



23 



15 



'6.7 



6.7 



390 



3§0. 



5.0 



6.0 



5.8 



7.2 




F. Supplementary Analysis / 

Ho supplementary analysis was made for this objective; 

G# Conclusion ^ 

Although the oMeettevss ^achieved jonly tfne half, of the students, 
achieved it. Efforts should be made to work* more closely with these 
students and raise the number of students to achieve the objective. 

. • . . ■ . . >, ■ I r 
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Product OMectlya #4 

1. Individuals - Approximately 518 r students, grade 1-12 
Z, Behavior - will show gains 

3. Object of Behavior «/ in aatheaatics 

4. Time - Sepfeeiber, 1980;ft?.alune t 1981 

5* Criterion foif \Succeae ~ At least seventy-five percent of the 
/ students in the program will show an 

/ \ average increase of one month in grade 

/ \ equivalent units in mathematics for 

V each month :.of program participation* 

Evliluation Procedures 

!• Type - Pretest : October, 1960 
Poet tests May, 1981 . 

2. Participants - Thesef students were selected by the staff and 

principal of each school* Approximately 518 
/ students 9 grades 1-12 were selected for the • 

Learning Resource Center for mathematics* 

3* Amount of Time Involved - It was estimated that the project 

participants received four periods 
c of instruction in the Learning 

Resource Center per week* 

* . ... 

4. Analysis Technique - The data will be tabulated and calculated 

by grade* The data will indicated the 
mean of gyade equivalents gain. 

5> Instruments - Stanford Diagnostic Test (Mathematics) 

6. Problems - There jiere a- number of students who either took 
dtily the pretest or only the post test. These 
student 8 were not included in the final data* 

* « i - 
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Evaluation Rfegulta 

1. Criterion - At least seventy-five percent of the students in 
^ the program will show an liverage increase of one- 

month, in* grade equivalent units in mathematics 
for each month of program participation, 

• "■ -.- ■ " r .'• . 

2. Results Statement 

Stanford Diagnostic Test Results (Mathematics) 



a* 


^ Grade 1 


gained seven months* 




Grade 2 


gainecf six months* 


c. 


Grade 3 


gained six months* 


d. 


Grade 4 


gained nine months* 


e. 


Grade 5 


gained nine months . 


f. 


Grade 6 


gained ten months. 


8* 


Grade 7 


gained nine months. 


h. 


Grade. 8 


gained twelve months* 


i. 


Grade 9 


gained 



j. Grade 10 gained 

No data are available 

, k. Grade 11 gained 

1. .Grade 12 gained i 

There were one hundred aftd nlnety-ttfo or (54%) of the students 
who gained more than one month in mathematics skills for each 
month of program participation. 

The objective was achieved* * /% 

Data - J ■ ; 

- See Table 4 - : 



STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC TEST MATHEMATICS RESULTS 



TABLE ♦ 



Grade 
Level 


Total 

HlffrthjaT* t\f 

Students 
Taking 

tfUVU LUC 

Pretaet & 
Postteat 


i . . . 

Total 
Student 

riciuucju 

ship 


Average 

TtfnmTioT* nf 

Hours of 
Instruction 

npf 
■ MCI. 

Student 
per week 


Total 
Hours of 

Tnfl tmct ion 


GE0 
Pretest 
Ave race 

** 


GEU 
Posttest 
Average 

** 


GED 
Average 
Gain 
** 


1 


- 


' 42 


2.8 


77 


- 


1.7 


.7 


2 


32 


65 


2.9 


96 


1.5 


2.1 


-6 


3 


50 


83 


3.4 


104 


2.0 


2.6 


.6 


4 


!-' 53 , 


• 75 


3.2 


100 


2.8 


3.7 


. .9 -• 


5 


39 


49 


3.1 


96 


' 3.5 


4.4 


* .9 


6 


66 




3.1 


96 


4.1 


5.1 


1.0 


7 


66 


76 


3.3 , 


102 


4.2 


5.1 


.9 


8 


50 


55 


2.8' 


85 


5.0 


6.2 


1.2 


9 
















10 
















11 


•* 




A 




— — ; i > 






12 


- «• , . 






« 
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F. Supplementary Analysis 

No* supplementary analysis was made for this objective 

G. Conclusion 

Although the objective was achieved only one half of the students 
achieved it. Efforts should be made to work more closely with these 
students and raise the number of students to achieve the objective. 



t . ■ 



-23- 



ERJC • 



33 



A. Process Objective #1 

1. Individuals - Target school personnel , teachers » administrators, 

and school service assistants 

2. Behavior - will benefit 

3. Object of Behavior - from the learning Resource Center's Teachers 

4. Time - September, 1980 to June, 1981 

Sh> Criterion for Success - Eighty percent of the respondents will 

respond positively toward the Learning 
Resource Center's services. 

B. Evaluation Procedures 

1. 1?ype - Final Evaluation, May, 1981 

2. Participants - Two hundred and sixteen staff members participated* 

3. Analysis Technique - The respondents were asked to indicate their 

degree of agreement or disagreement on sixteen 
statements • The responses were computed for 
f \' ■ ; the percent of agreement by the respondents 

and also for the mean oi the scores of each 
statement. The number of percentage of 
respondents yho marked "strongly agree" or 
"agree" per item are presented in Table 5* 
Note that the percent is based on the number 
responding pe^ item. Those who did not answe* 
. ' ' were excluded is the computation. A scale 

of one to f pur was used for the mean of scores 
The score of 1 equals "strongly disagree" 
and the score of 4 equals "strongly agree." 
The results are displayed in Table 5. 

4. Instruments — Staff Perceptions of the Non-Public Schools Learning 

v Center GSee Appendix A^. ; Lj^^dtng Resource Cepter^ 
Teachertf Perceptions (Appendix B). 

5. Problems KNo major problems were identified by the staff • 



"fi 



- f 

* 

. - • 

■ * 

C. Evaluation taealts 

1. Criterion - Eight percent of the respondents will respond 
positively toward the Learning Resource Center 
services. 

2 # Basalts Statement - Nlnetiyf iva^ pereemt of 6 the respondents responded 

positively to»Kd the Learning Resource Center* 

services, fhe mean score was 3.5. 

. • „ • • f 

D. The objective 'Wae achi.ved . 

E. Data 

Sea Table 5 



TABLE 5 

Staff Perceptions of the Non-Public Schools 
Learning Resource Center 





Statements 

■. • • . . - * - ii - 1 *• 


Number 


Percent , 


Mean of 
the Scoree 


1. 


, The Learning Resource Center's 
helpful to my school. 


215/216 


99% 


3.6 


a. 


Host teachers have a positive 
attitude toward the Learning 
Resource Center. 


213/216 


99 


3;5 


3. 


The Learning Resource Center has 
been successful in ieproTing 
participating pupils 1 reading: 
skills. 


211/216 


98 


3.4 


4. 


The Learning Resource Center has 
been successful in laprovlng 
participating pupils 9 math skills. 


104/116 


90 


3.3 

f * 


5. 


The Learning Resource Canter has 
bsen successful in einleixing 
participating pupils' learning 
difficulties* 


204/214 


95 


3.2 


6. 


Teachers have smda use of the LRC* 
' teachers 1 services. 


173/191 


$1 


3.3 


?. 


The Learning' Resource Center' s 
teacher is readily available 

. to 


211/215 


98 


3.8 


* .♦ ■ 


*LRC - Learning. Resource Center 

• •«-.;_ '• ' -25- 

• '.' ■, *,'""-::.:",'•:■•' .'. >.>'. :. ' ..' 


t 

ft* 

3 5 


It 





* 

% TABLE 5 (Cont'd) 

Staff Perception* of t|ie Non-Public Schools 
Learning Resource Center 





w. 

Statcaente 


Number 


Percent 


Mean of 
tha Scores 


9. 


The school administration has 
explained the services of the 

IfttesXuXUg MJsTBOUi G*s UlUtl* • 


192/209 


922 


3.4 


10. 


The initial presentation of 

s»f*A T Aai*n4nn Oasmtf/*A f?eYnf"tfl 4 fc v 

Caw uSSruing utiuurut i»tutct > 

vu adequate to inform mm 
of its services* 

* 


* 

203/216 . 

i 


94 . 


3.5 


11. 


The learning Resource Center 
hti been succeasf til In 

pating pupils toward learning, 


205/315 


95 


3.2 


12. 


, Participating pupils enjoy going 
to the Learning Resource Center* 


199/209 


9S 


3.1 


13. 


Tha Learning Raaourca Ctntar 
consultant has provided pa with 
adequate Intonation about «jr 
student's (students*) individu- 
alised preacrlptive treetsfcent. 


166/206 


90 


3.3 




The LRC teacher haa been helpful 

tP Me 


206/213 


97 


3.4 


15. 


I would refer another child who 
needed help to the learning 
Raaourca Center. 


214/216 


99 


3.7 



Finally, the respsndeats weTe- asked' to indicate the- strengths and/or wealcneeeee 
of the Learning Resource Center, following ie a euaaary of their coaaente: 
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gtrsneghs < 
1. Individualised instruction (195) 
22. Excellent and helpful teachers and eides (203) 

3. Excellent rapport of LRC staff and their 
Students (129) 

4. Excellent cooperation with LRC staff (112) * 

5. Well organized program (135) 

6. Equipment and Materials to help the 

students (127) 

<f ' 

7. Positive reinforcement (185) 

8. Spall group else (173) 

9. Pleeeent etmosphsre ' V (149) 
Wssknsssss .' f . 

1. Criteria for accepting students i ( 195 * 

2. More students need the service of LRC (215) 
Finally* the respondents were esked to indicate suggestions for 

Improving the Learning Rssource Csriter. The following^ere e few of their 
comments: 

"I think that ths students should acknowledge thet the Reeource 
Center's main objective Is t6 hslp Improve their weeknesses, so 
that they may be eble to read on their level or es close es 
possible. Too many, students feel that the center le for students 
who can't read and are classifisd by peer group es being dumb. 

"I have found our LR teachers to be of lnvelueble service to me* 
e classroom teacher. I cannot pralss them highly enough. They 
» posssss a keen Insight in ths handling of a child in ceee of e 
discipline problem - and definitely heve an excellent program 
designed °to mast each of the student ' e neede . I T»ve received 
good advice and suggsstions on working with my LR students in my 
own classroom, I am kept ebreest of my studente' progress* and 
also provided with miny ideas on remedial treatment. The students 
in my classroom enjoy going to the LR room - which eeys s lot for 
the interest genereted by the LR teachers." 
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"To have aore teachere aa Joan Koilowaki, Joan Fredrlcke and Louie 
Gauldes - who have been blessed with a pleesent coupled with a 
vara and acadealc concarn for thaaa children, who are In deaperate 
need of thla attention'* need and concarn. Aa long aa I have been 
working with thaw three teachere they have never, felled, to ehare 
their knowledge and love with the children and faculty. I thank 
you Mat gratefully for thla terrific program and theae traffic 
teachare. n 

"Helpful If Leerning Reeource Center *e echedule could coincide 
with classroom echedule. Also helpful If etudente could leeve the 
eubject they need reaedietlon In. If they could uee cleeerooa 
reading and math booka once In a while for reinforcement* It 
would help. Actually, how can you remedlete e eubject If you're 
not ualng the ease material of vocabulary that the etudente don't 
know." . 1 

"There could be aore direct contact between the teecher of the 
learning Resource Center end the regular claaarooa teacher. What 
each Child la working on and -the progress of the child would be 
helpful to ae. • Thla ref era alao to the conduct of the child* ' 

"My only complaint la that by pulling the etudente out of their 
regularly scheduled classeo*they aleaed the cleae discussions end 
explanations that thsysnesdsd. I don't know If there la any other 
way around thla though. NThey definitely heve benefited from the 
LSC Prograa." 

"The teachers have been great. The etudente have Improved their 
•kills. The one unfortunate thing le thet e etudent who ie very 
week and doee not live In the correct area cannot be serviced. 
The eervice ahould be offered by need not by addreef." . 

"Qualifications should be changed so aore etudente csn take 

advantage of the center. There should be e aore formal and 

regular conference time between the claaarooa teecher end the 

resource csntSr teacher - parhepa et laeat once each quarter put- 

elde of claaarooa time. A good way for teecher »e to becoae "V 

acquainted with the center would be e aeetlng held at the 

beginning of the year (after etudente have begun to uee the center.) 

Materlele and teaching etratagiee used with child could be 

discussed." 

"I would like to keap It at thla echool, and open it to ell etudente. 
We have etudente In dire need Who were not able to receive services, 
because of eligibility boundariaa." 

"Perhepe progreaa reporte could be Included in eecn chllde report ; , 
card to keep parante and teechere informed on e quarterly basis." 
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"Hot* flexibility. At times It would bs profitable for the LRC 
teacher , to work with a email group of her etudente within the 
regular classroom In conjunction with the homeroom teecher. 
Better' define line of eupervieion in regard, to 
employees'. " 

"A rose to each of the aides and a dozen to Sr. Clelre for ell 
their lowing help. for each child. n . 

"Sometime* the lab and I work things out end then they ere 
changed by an administrator of Title 1 mho le HOT in the echool. 
I feel this continued Interference is extremely detrimentel to 
staff morale (the lab's) and to the working relationship of the 
eteff with the school faculty. I'd like to discuss this further 
with whomever can remedy the situet ion." 

"Changes In criteria for acceptance,. le: residence, teet results 
ere e Mod indicator, but sometimes e good student who teete low 
is ccceptcd While a etudent with eerioue problems Who guesses on 
a teet Is turned down due to an . inaccurate teet score . " 

"Hake the program available to tall in need." 

"X would luce to see an actual demons trstion, poeelbly in the 
classroom, fo that eome of the technlquee cen be carried on in the 
classroom and benefit others. I also would like to visit the 
learning ccrter during my children' e et tendance. This is 
difficult dua\ to the feet that the cleeeroom teecher la also 
teaching," A V 

"Residency requirement elimination - children should be taken 
because of their need end not where they live." 

"Although I realise how much rsd tape muet«ee dealth with to 
quality, t wish more of the kids who reelly need indiyiduel help 
- could have gone to' the LRC. I take eome blame for the. point, 
since 1 didn't go up to the center or make myself more available 
to the teacher and aide a^ times when We reelly could talk,. But 1 
wish myv students* program in the LRC could have been more elossly 
coordinated yittfthe work we were doing in claee. Whet he did up 
In the lie was work he^id needs but there were other needs chet 
eometimes were more pressings" 





Perceptions ol t^lE^iriiitift Center Teachers and School Servi ce Assistance 

There were atxty-seven Instruments returned by LRC teachers and school 
8ertt.ce assistants who comments with feeneral statements dealing with the 
Learning Resource Center. - 

1. Specific suggestions for the improvement of your Learning Resource 
Center: . ' • ' 

a. Need more parental Involvement. ^ 

b. Need more staff Involvement. 
■* c. Less paper vorfc.. 

d. Need more in-afervice training for LRC teachers and aides. 
r e. No need for the dally logs. 

f. More flexibility In the .structure of the. Learning Resource 
.Center. * 

g. Mote Individualized .materials for older, children. . \ . 

h. Order materials to arrive on time. A 

2. Comments about the Learning Resource Center: \ 1 

"I think the system with the unified prescription forms was 
great. No matter what school you went to, everyone's pre- * r 
script ion was basically the same. Also the CAT test throughout, 
the whole school system was another blessing. No matter where 
you go the Learning Resource Center staff is great • Everyone 
is so friendly and kind. We're on6 big happy family !" t 

"The center is a very necessary room in our school • We have 
many students vho are very $low in reading and math, and they 
definitely need the extra help and attention £hat our center 
provides them. The prescription fx?nn Implemented this year 
made our Jobs much easier. By writing the general prescription " 
e aiflPn eek, along with materials to be used, my aides know exactly 
what do do with each student. This enabled me to spend my time 
teaching rather tfhan explaining directions for the 41dea." 

"The need of ^workshop to assess students and materials for the 
Learning Center. * To help provide service for the students. M 
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"Title I has helped children not only jln reading and math, but 
in emotional and^pbysical need*. And these factors do^ hinder 
{|bod learning in children* ■ : . . \ \ '? ,., • ,; 

"I think t*e IJR^ j^^e^ benefit for the kids who^ rec^kve . - : 
our help. It provides a service that otherwise would laaye' 
these children in a learning liabo." 

"The LRG is working very well this year, 80-81 • The .only ; 
aspect that night improve is the comunication between class- ^ 
room teacher and LRC. This could be improved by allowing one 
day a month for conferences about LRC students. Th±§ wotild 
enable both teachers to better provide for the instructional 
needs of the LRC student." 

"I wish their could be a paiAphlet given to each parent a 

our schools. More fntraraatrlotr concerning /what Leartiing Resource 

Center Is all about. H 

"I believe a Learning Resource teacher would .benefit by observing 
another LR teacher in action. VAn exchange of ideas, methods of - 
management, and handling of behavior problems would be some 
reasons for a visit. It would help a 'new 1 teacher and make an 
experience teacher feel good to offer a helping hand. The 
grading isn't phe best, submitting the marks in Achievement, 
Effort, and Conduct to the homeroom teacher then she or he 
combines it witfc her marks.. In the classroom, the pupil is 
functioning; at his graded level; in the LRC, :> the pupil mijght be 
working one to t^iree grade levels below. I don' t know the 
solution, but* do not feel the present, system is good." 

"My Job is exciting because ijy aide is energetic, enthusiastic, 
congenial and cooperative! She follows my lead, is patient and] 
expects no nonsense from students.! If she has a correction or 
suggestion she does it in private and supports me always in 
front of the class. She makes each individual student feel 
worthy and important. She 1 s flexible and able to change quickly 
if necessary. She is organized and strictly honest about putting 
In tyer hours, and adds a lot to the class apprecticm of , new 
materials I present ." 

"0ur Learning Resource Renter is bright and cheerful. Students 
are in a happy mood when the come to us and cooperate with our 
plan fot learning. It's quite easy to read their signals when 
we try to give them work beyond their capacity. My aide, is very 
creative and generous in helping to develop the student's skills 
\in reading. She is also very good in helping and encouraging 
the student who, on occasion, is in an emotio^l low mood and 
needs more attention than usual." \ i r ? 



"I ieel that the program would berfef It the students more if all 
teachers and aides coming into the program were given a more 
detailed explanation of what is expected in the center. It takes 
too much trial and error to arrive at a good workable center. ;.,t 
f eel cthat each year .our center-has impoved hut when I started , T 
the teacher also new and w as to what ^ 

was expected. I feel very strongly that some type of orientation^ 
be given %p all new employees with the program." 

"I believe that th^LRC is working very well this year 1980-81. 
It would be most /helpful, however , if LRC teachers and < classroom 
teachers had a specified time allotted to have conferences about 
each LRC studeht. I also feel that it would be a good idea to 
allow students who need servicing, and are living outside the 
Title I area, to be able to attend the LRC after Title I eligible 
students have been given first consideration." 0 . t 

. ■ ? • i'..- ' ■■ ' 

"t think Hhe LRC ts*a very gopd program. . TheL principal and 
teachers have a positive attitude towards the program. 

Because of the small groups we /are able to help improve 
'the student's reading skills and. self-confidence. The child 
has a sense of achievement . ■ \> 

The only suggestion ^Bor improvement here at St. 

would be expanding it to include students that needed help, but 
could not receive it because of the eligibility boundries. 

The teacher at St. is an excellent, dedicated 

and caring person. She has agreat concern for each and evety 
student." 

'. ■ . \ V ' •' j " 

'■My personal feelings kre that I believe the LRC worlds. * fe ^l 
that it should be open more to children with the need for the 
'service, and not depend $0. much on where the child lives. There 
are a lot o£ children who would benefit from the services in the 
LRC, but Ire not ^eligible for the progrsdn. 

I have very much enjoyed my wprk in the program. I have 
been very fortunate to work\ith a very dedicated and hard-working 
teacher who truly cares about each child. She has helped to make 
this a very happy and productive y ear A for her students and aides 
as well; I^m looking forward td next year in the LRC, too." 

"I have had a very positive outlook on the^LRC room this year . 
I have increased my knowledge on several skills and therefore 
been able to reinforce skills to children. The teacher in the 
LRC room has been wonderful to work with." 

■s ■ •» 

"I would like more time to share with other teachers and aides 
about methods and procedures that work." 

"It need fco provide mc^ri opportunities for teachers and parents 
to visit center during school." 



-32- 



42 



irialviduaXa - f&xfmts or pat ttcipating students 

'* * « "... ^ " V .> 



B. 



Process Objective #2 

i; 

2. Behwiolt will beriefit 

Object of Behavior - from tbe information provided from the LKC 
Time - September, 1980 to June, 1981 " / .; ' 

Criterion far Success - Eighty percent of the respondents will 

respond positively toward the LRC. 

Evaluat ion Procedures 

1. Type - Final evaluation questionnaires, May, 1981. 

2. Participants -Three hundred and forty-eight parents of participating 
. A „ . students. 

3. Nonparticipants - No nonparticipants were involved in a comparison 



3, 
4. 
5. 



group - 



/ : 



4. 



Analysis Technique - A questionnaire, designed to determine 

parents 1 attitude toward and assessment 
of the Learning Resource Center program 

. \ \ I '. V J * and services, was. adminiistei:^* during tile 

last week* of May, 1981. 



Tlie data collected by the questionnaire 
are presented in Table 6. , The data were 
given the same statistical treatment as . 
the teacher questionnaire. - s 

There were three hun<Jre£ and forty-eight in- 
struments returned by parents of participating 
students, who commented on the statements 
dealing with the program. The respondents 
were asked to agree or disagree with the a . 
statements. The number and percentage of 
respondents who marked "yes" on each item 
are presented in Table 6. Note that the 
percent iet based on the number responding 
per item. Those who did not answer were 
excluded in the computation. 



5. Instruments - Non-Public Schools Learning Resource Center-Parent 

.CfJee Appendix C) . 

6. Problems - No problems were identified with the parents. However, 

more parents could have been involved • 
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c. 



Evaluation Results 



* s I* Criterion - Eighty percent «« She respondents will rate the 

Learning Center and the In-service Training 0 

- - Workshops satisfactory. 

-« s - - . .--** . ■ > „ • * 

2. Results Statement - The mean average of fifteen statements 

concerning effectiveness of the Learning 
Center was 88Z. 



D. The objective vas achieved. 

E. Pata 

See Table 6, 



TABLE 6 

Parents Perceptions of the 
Learning Resource Center 



Statements 



Number 



Percent 



1. The Learning Resource Center's staff 
have been successful in improving my 
child's attitude toward learning. 

2. My child enjoys going to the Learning 
. Resource Center. 

3. The Learning Resource Center's staff 
have provided me with adequate infor- 
mation about ay child's achiteveaent . 

4. .My child likes the teacher and aides 

of the Learning Resource Center, 



5. The teacher and aides appear to be 
sincerely concerned about my child's 
education. 

6. I am pleased that ay child is attend- 
ing the Learning Resource Center. 

7. I would like to have my child continue 
. in the Learning Resource Center if it 

is at all possible. 



301/323 
326/348 

278/345 
338/347 

323/327 
349/355 

323/343 



93Z 
94 

81, 
97 

99 
i 98 

94 
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TABLE 6 

Parents Perceptions of the 
Learning Resource Center 



Statements 



Number 



Percent 



8. I have seen some Improvement In my 
child's reading skills since he/she 
has been. In the Learning Resource 
Center. 

t 9V I have seen some improvement In my 
child's mathematics skills since 
he/she has been in the Learning 
Resource Center. 



10. 



11. 



12. 



I would like to have more communis 
cation with the teacher and aides 
of the Learning Resource Center. 

I would like to know twre about the . 
Learning Resource Center • 

■ i t n 

l would like to . attfend workshops 
for parents lor Che learning- Resource 
Center. 



330/335 



222/241 



289/334 



315/343 



13. I have visited "and observed the 
. activities at the Learning Resource 
Center. 



194/309 



131/220 



98Z 



92 



86 



92 



63 



59 



A 
\ 



Finally, the parents were asked to indicate any suggestions for Improving 
the Learning Resource Center. The following are some of their comments: 

"Better communication between the Learning Resource Center and 
- parents as to what parents can do at home to help their children. 
\ Let parents know when they can visit the LRC to observe and know 
V better what their child is actually doing. Let parents know. at 
the beginning of the school year what a child is being helped in 
and pinpoint more directly what -help a child is receiving in Math 
or Reading. Periodic notes to inform parents of child's progress 
and behavior so that. parents can work along with the LRC, in helping 
their child. Would like for children to use their classroom books / 
and receive more direct help from their books in the LRC." 
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"I wpuld like some contact with the learning center to know what, 
type ot help I can provide my child at hom^. We have tried 
different ways f even^buying all aorta of work books at lower levels : 
and have, tiffed 

: , ir would helpi" .[ : , ; - > 

• * J*i think there Should be more cooperation between the learning ~ . 
center and the school ftaff . Jfy daughter felt more relaxed and 
received ma^e attention in the center. It seems she does better 
there than In the classroom." 

"I feel the resource center is a ve*y good learning tool to help 
my child* 1 see lots of improvement in my childs reading when he 
applies himself. I have no real improvement suggestions, but they 
do a great Job. I would like to visit, the resource center but I 
am working during the day. ? * 

"I am very pleased that John has the opportunity to Improve his 
reading skills. I have two suggestions: 1. I sometimes cap' t . 
tell which homework comas from the LftC ot regular classwork. 
Could a label be used, i.e., T L.R.C.\ 2* When I had my 
conference - Sr. ahowed me exactly where John excelled and lagged 
behind r Gtould we receive an index card with his beginning level 
and his end of year level? We Could see where John has Improved. 
I have noticed John is enjoying his reading at home. I see him 
reading for pleasure, choosing books by himself , etc.'k 

"I was not asked if ay son could be put in the learning center. 
Af ter bia f irst report card 1 talked- to his teacher and she 
informed me that Michael was a little behind hia class and the 
learning center was to hi&p reinforce what he knows and hilp him 
keep up*. I have never been contacted by the learning center r 
teachers so I really don't have any idea. what they are doing 
And I don't know if I will allow my son in it next year." 

"the only comment I have is that I would like more information 
about the Learning Resource Center so that I may help my son 
with some of the projects and goals of the Center." 

"It would be nice if the school first informed the parents of the 
student that ha was being involved in a program which would pull 
him out of his normal academic classes." 

"I think It is a good, program. My niece is a slow learning and 
she can stand more Improvement in het attitude towards learning , 
but aha has corns a long way in comparison to when she was in 
public school. At that time, she couldn't read II, and, he 
and she. She's still slow, but much improved. I help her at 
home' and^atw the ,s*mf time, try to promote a positive attitude 
towards learning. This, too, is a alow process but much 
improved." ' 
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"The center is very helpful ei far as my childs education. However, 
I'd like to see • better recbrd of -my child's achievement. live 
yet to left Wf !*Wtim$ !^;kBe^e«&er . My child 

does enjoy LRC and his improved the reading skill 9s far as 
.listening to her read aloud* Keep up the good work." 

"More information on childly. rr^e , "* , ^^tatf rr ^ g * I could do to help 
her improve "at home." 

". y « , ■ -1 , 

"More information regarding the center. Send regular student 
evaluations horns monthly. Send materials home for parents to 
reinforce facte learned. Open a summer program 4 times a week." 

"Workshops for parents, if at all possible, should be held after 
5:00 p.m. to enable working mothers to be involved as much as 
possible." 

"More ideas for helping^ky child at home." 

?f More information on expectations, goals, objectives and have home 
materials provided by the center so parents can reinforce work 
St home. I like the positive attitude my child has towards the 
center rather than a negative <- inferior one She ha^TST the public 
school laa£ year. (See was in a learning center also.)" 

The learning Resource (Waiter Has proven, £0 be helpful to the _ 
children 1 . The teachers are good but, I think the work should be 
presented' to the children in such a wAy that it would make learning 
seem to be fun, not a hard task. Sometimes, I think they expect 
too much from the children at one time. So making it seem to he 
fun. would make it much .more .interesting and the kids would love , 
to learn." - - • 

"The teacher and aides are doing outstanding work. Thank you 
very much." 

"To whom it may concern, my son Jason has shown tremendous improve- 
ment since he has been attending the Learning Center." 

"I would like to be provided with more information concerning 
Learning Resource Center. I have just become aware of its 
existence and I am sure there is a lot of information I need to 
familiarize myself with." 

"We are very happy with the center and it sure did help our 
daughter a lot. We lite to thank the teacher and the aides for 
the very good job they are doing." 
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T. Supple— ntarv Analysis 

Ko supplementary analysis was nade for this, objective. 

6. Conclusion ^ 

Efforts should be aade to Inform the target parents about the services 
provided for then and their children. 'f- 
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• ';• • - >.i - ' ... '. ... • % >..,.. 

A. Fracas OMectlvs #3 

1. Individual* - Learning Resource Center staff . 

• • . • 2. . Behavior — will raceiva \, " * . 

• 3. Objective of Behavior - ih-aervice training 

4. T1j» - Septa»*ar, W80 to Juna r .1981 . . . 

5. Meeeureaent - In-eervice Training Inatrumenta 
a». 

6. Criterion for Succeaa - Eighty percent of the respondents will rati 

In-service Training Workshop satisfactory. 

B. Evaluation. Design. Procedures 

la Type - Final evaluation questionnaires* ■ 

2. Participants - Learning Resource Center staff* y 

3. Amount of Time Involved - About t^hree hours per workshop. 

4. Analysis Technique - There wfcre sixty-six tnatmmtate returned by ' 

staff members who "commented on sixteen different 
statements dealing with in-service training 
workshop*. A five poipt scale was used to 
rate the in-service trainings "Low 11 was 
indicated with number "1" and "High" was indie 
indicated with number n 5? w Means of the 
responses were computed • - The results are 
- . displayed in Table 7. 
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5. Instruments - In-service Evaluation Questionnaie (See Appendix D)« 

C. Evaluation Results 

1. Criterion - Eighty percent of the respondents will rate the 

In-service Training Workshops satisfactory* 

2. Results Statement - a* , The mean positive average concerning 

effectiveness of the In-service Training 
was 88Z. 

b. In a five point scale the mean of the 
scores wae*3.3. 

D. The obi active was achieved . 

E. Data 

See Table 7 
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TABLE 7 



Final Evaluation In-Service 
Training Ins trument ^ 



Statements 



■ . . Percent of 

Humberof positive 
Reapondents ^ BWtmea 



Mean of 
Che Scores 



AHALTSIS OF WORKSHOP DESIGN 

1. There «u eufficient time to 

■ achieve the workshop's stated 
objectives. 

2. The physical setting and 
facilities vare suitable for 
the workshop functions. 

3. The day, time of day, and/or 
general timing of the workshop 
was appropriate for ita purpoae. 

4. The workshop sctivltles were 
well structured and organised. 



WORKSHOP PROCEDURES 

1. The training procedurea used in 
the workshop were appropriate 

. to its gosls. 

2. The training format provided 
ample opportunltiea for active 
Involvement and personal inter- 
action with the consultants and 
other participanta. 

<\ 

3. The sise of the workshop training 
group was shout right for its 
purpose. 



63/66 

54/66 

59/66 
60/60 



36/36 



59/66 



60/64 



95% 
82 

89 

100 « 



100 



89 



94 



3.2 



3.0 



3.2 



3.1 



3.5 



3.2 



3.1 
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TAILS 7 (Cont'd) 

Final Evaluation In-Service 
Training Inetrument 



Statements 



WORKSHOP COHTEHT 

1. The vorkahop goala and 
objactivaa vera clearly 
defined and pr vacated. 

2. Workahop diecueed 
were centered oi/^opics 
directly relatc(a to the 
vorkahop goals, 



Number of 
Respondents 



Percent of 
Positive 
Responses 



62/66 



65/65 



94Z 



100 



Mean of 
the Scores 



3.2 



3.3 



COHSULTAHT(S) SERVICES 

1. The consultants were 
knowledgeable and skill- 
ful in their presentation 
and program activities. 

2. The coneultants proceeded m 
at a moderate enough pace 
allowing for a clear under- 
standing by the participants. 

3. The coneultants were genuinely 
concerned with the progress of 
the participants. 

4. The consultants' program 
activities were planned and 
presented in agreement with 
your perception of the work- 
shop goala and objectives. 



WORKSHOP OUTCOMES 

1. There vaa coneidarable 

agreement between the work- 
ahop 9 a stated objectivee and 
what I actually gained. 



66/66 100 3.6 



65/66 98 3.5 



66/66 




3-5 . 



64/66 97 3.4 



60/66 91 3.3 
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TABLE 7 * * 

Final Evaluation In-Service 
Training Instrument 



Number of 
Respondents 



Percent of 
Positive 
Responses 



Mean of 
the Scores 



WOBKSHOP OUTCOMES (Cont'd) 

3. The presentations stimulated 
further thought and Interest 
in wy daily working situation. 

/ ■ „ . , , . .... 

4. Host of the ideas gained in 
the workshop (•) will be used 
in wy Instruction. 

5. Most of the idess gained in 
the workshop (s) will be shared 
with wf colleagues. 



59/65 



57/63 



56/65 



91X 



90 



86 



3.3 



3.2 



3.2 



The respondents were also asked to cossunt on strengths, weaknesses, and 
suggestions for Improving future workshops, the results are as follows: 



Strengths of the workshop 
Consultants 

Materials and/or Exercises 
Director 

Group Participants 
Goals and Objectives 



(54) 
(33) 
(17) 
(22) 
(27) 



Weaknesses -of the Workshop 

There were no aajor weaknesses indicated by the respondents. However, some 
of the respondents nade the following consents and suggestions: 
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Sum— tlona for Future Workshops : 

♦ 

"Dr. Strong 9 0 workshop concerning teaching •kills was exceptional. } 
Another workshop pertaining to behavioral modification would be an 
excellent follow through. How do yoi» handle the problem student ^ 
(constant talkers , stubbornsss, outright defiance, Motivation, etc.)? 

"The workshop given by Dr. Strong was excellent. More workshops on 
behavior and controlling children by the sides would be appreciated." 

"Divide workshops between practical teaching techniques and updates 
on such topics as - the causes of Beading Disability, etc." 

"More workshops on controlling behavior, and helpful hints and information 
for the aides would be useful." 

"A workshop on behavior ■edification." 

"How about a workshop where different kinds of math materials ^are shown 
so that we will be aware of new materials that are available." 

"1 would like to see more workshops for I.S.A. Elementary and Junior 
* High." 

^ "I would like to see wore in-service for new teachers. I thought ^ 
I was not really prepared to take over that center. Maybe I didn't 
ask the right or enough questions." 

"There sould be § more 'basic? workshop or training session for new 
aides so they will know more what to expect and what is expected of 
them. It could also familiarize the* with some of the materials and 
the many different forms, etc., that they will be using." 
> - 
"Better scheduling (beginning ot end of year only - otherwise they 
disrupt continuity). Hicer work environment. Relevant topics - 
those of us who hsve had education classes have already covered the 
topics discussed. Why not ask for our suggestions, and base the 

workshops on HEEDS? ??" 

"If there is a combined workshop for teachers and aides , the consultants 
should speak on a level that all of us, can understand. I appreciate all 
the workshops but I was a little fustrated in one of them. 



P. Supol.ment.rr Analysis *\ 
Ho supplementary analysis was made for thi* objective. 

G. Conclusion I 

The workshop ratings were very positive. However, it is very 
difficult to have workshops with the whole staff at the ssme time. 
It is highly recommended that efforts should be made to offer 
inservice training workshops for professional and paraprofessional 
staff. V 

/ 
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APPENDIX A 

STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
LEARNING CENTER 
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— — ^ Research and 

Detroit STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS f Evaluation 
Public ; TITLE I LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER </ Department 
Schools — : — 1 B — ~~ — 



The basic purpose of the Leading; Resouype^ Center is to provide meaningful 
programs which will lead to improved performance^ by Title I target poptilation 
pupils. 

In seeking to achieve this goal, an evaluation of the Learning Resource Center 
is conducted in order to gain information relative to its strengths and weak- 
nesses. The ESEA K Title I federal agency, which provides funds fpr the Center's 
operation requires such an evaluation, j 

Therefore, your assistance is needed to provide information based on your per- 
sonal assessment of the Effectiveness of the Learning Resource Center. This * 
activity is intended to take approximately five to ten minutes. 

Consider for a moment your own position and feelings regarding the Learning 
Resource Center. Then please react to each of the following statements or 
questions as they apply to you. Your frank reactions will provide us with 
useful information which can be used to improve the Learning Resource Center. 

Thank you for your copperatibn. i & 

.> ' Mike Syr opoulos , Ed.D. 

.Evaluator | 
* Research and Evaluation Department 



DIRECTIONS: PLEASfi CIRCLE ONE ? RESPOND? FOR EACH STATEMENT. 

SA - Strongly Agree : You strongly agree with the statement. 
\ A - Agree : You agree more than you disagree. < 
D - Disagree : You disagree more than you agree. 

- SD .- Strongly Disagree : You strongly disagree with the statement. 

' if. ., • 

NA -^ Not Applicable : Does not apply or don't know,. Circle when you 

feel this statement does not apply or you simply 
cannot answer the question.-. 




1. The Learning Resource Center's services 

are' helpfttl^tD my school. SA 



teachers/have a positive attitude 
'toward the Learning Resource Center. SA 



< r 



The Learning Resource Center has been 
successful in improving participating 
pupils 1 reading skills. M SA 

\k. The Learning Resource Center has been 
successful in improving participating 
pupils 1 math skills. SA 

5. The Learning Resource Center^ has been 

successful in minimizing participating 

pupils 1 learning difficulties. ; SA 

6. Teachers have made use of the Learning 
Resource Center's teacher services. SA 

7. The Learning Resource Center's teacher 

is readily available to me. . \ SA 

8. The school administration has explained 
the services of the Learning Resource 
Center. 

9. The initial presentation of the Learning 
Resource Center was adequate to inform me 

of its serviqes. SA 

10. The Learning Resource Center has been 
successful in improving attitudes of 
participating pupils toward learning. SA 

11. Participating pupils enjoy going to the 
Learning Resource Center. * . SA 

12. The Learning Resource Center's teacher 
has provided me with adequate informa- 
tion about my student's individualized r 
prescriptive treatment .~ £ SA 

13. The Learning Resource Center's teacher 

has been helpful to me. ' SA 

1^. I would refer another child who needed 

help to the Learning Resource Center. SA 



ERIC 0/ 



ig How many times did you visit the Learning Resource Center during the 
1980-81 school year? , 



16. How many times did you talk to the teacher regarding your students 
attending the Learning Resource Center? 



17. What were the strengths and/or weaknesses of the Learning Resource Center? 

- /' , ■- " ' ' ■ ' • 

Strengths : 



2. 
k. 



Weaknesses': 



2. 
3. 



18. Please make any suggestions for improving the Learning Resource Center. 
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APPENDIX B 

LgARNING RESOURCE CENTER 
TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 
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pTkiT CONSULTANTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS . ~ ~ "J" — 
oJ 14 ? TITLE I. LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER jwalua^ion 
Schools | \ . • . Department 

• : : v ■ \ \ ■ : "~ ~ ■ ^ - 

The basic purpose of the Learning Center is to provide meaningful programs Which 
will lead to improved performance by Title I target population pupils. 

In seeking to achieve this goal* an evaluation of the Learning Center is conduct- 
ed in order to gain information relative to its strengths and weaknesses. The 
ESEA t Title I federal* agency which provides funds foi* the Center's operation 
requires such an evaluation. *\ } \ 

Therefore, your assistance is needed to provide information based on your 
personal assessment of the Effectiveness of 'the Learning Center. This activity 
is intended to take approximately five to ten minutes. 

/ , '\ / -j: 

Consider for a moment your oWn position and feelings regarding the Learning 
Center. Then please react to each of the following statements or questions as 
they apply to you. Your frank reactions will provide ue Vith useful information 
which c^n be used to improve the Learning Resource Center, 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Mike Syropoulos ,f Ed.D • 
Evaluator t ,.\ 

Research and Evaluation Department 

1. Please rpake specific suggestions for the improvement * of your Learning Resource 
Center. 

' • ' "•■ ;/ ■ 

l. . '! 



2i 
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V 



5. 



6. 
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2. Please make any- comments you wish about the Learning Resource Center. 



L 
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APPENDIX C 

PARENTS PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 
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Detroit Research and 

Public IK3N-PUBLIC SCHOOLS LEARNING RESOURCE CEMIER Evaluation 
Schools PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE Department 



Dear Parent: 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain your evaluation of the 
services provided to you and your child by the Learning Resource Center, 

An evaluation of, each of the projects supported by funds frtim the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I is required under tents 
of the contract between the Detroit Board of Education and the Funding 
Agency. 

I would be extremely grateful to you if you would take your time and 
effort to help with this inportant evaluation. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 



Mike Syropoulos, Kd.D. 
Evaluator 

Research and Evaluation Department 



Name of school your child is attending: 



€3 



DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CIRCLE THE CORRECT RESPONSE TO EACH STATEMENT 

Yes - No or Don't Knew (Doesn't apply) 

Please indicate Jtow characteristic (or true) each statement is of the 
teacher and/or aides of the Learning Resource Center: 



1. The Learning Resource Center's staff 
have been successful in inproving my 
child's attitude toward learning. 



Yea 



No* 



Don't 
Knew 



2. Vty child enjoys going to the Learning 
Resource Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 

Knew 



3. The Learning Resource Centner's staff 
have provided me with adequate 
information about my child's achieve- 
ment* 



Yes 



Don't 
No Knew 



4. My child likes the teac h er and aides 
of the Learning Resource Center* 



Yes 



No 



Don't 

Know 



5. The teacher and aides appear to be 
sincerely concerned about my child's 
education. \ 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Know 



6. I am pleased that my child is 
attending the Learning Resburoe 
Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Know 



7.1 would like to have my child 

continue in the Learning Resource 
jpgnter if it is at all possible. 



Yes 



Don't 

No ■ Knew 



8. I have seen same imp ro vement in my 
child's reading skills since he/she 
has been in the Learning Resource 
Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Knew 



9. I have seen seme inprovement in my 
child's mathematics skills sinae 
he/she has been in the Learning 
Resource Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't. 
Know 
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10? I would like to have more ccnnunication 
with the teacher and aides of the 
learning Resource Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Knew 



11. I would like to knew more about the 
Learning Resource Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
iKncw 



12. I would like to attend workshops for 
parents in th^ Learning Resource 
Center - 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Knew 



13. I have visited and observed the 
, activities at the Learning Resource 
Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Knew 



14. Please note any suggestions for inproving the Learning Resource Center 
services. 
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APPENDIX D 

FINAL EVALUATION IN-SERVICE 
TRAINING INSTRUMENT 
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Public 
Schools 



FINAL EVALUATION INSERVICE TRAINING 
WORKSHOPS 



Research arid 

Evaluation 

Department 



One of the basic purpdees of this project is to provide meaningful inservice 
programs for professional and paraprofessional staff mesitoers (and parents) 
which will lead to inproved performance by Title I or Title IV-C target 
population pupils. 

In seeking 'to achieve this goal, an evaluation of the Inseryioe Training 
Workshops is conducted in order to gain information relative to its' 
strengths and weaknesses. The ESEA, -Title I, and Title IV-C federal agencies 
which provide funds for, these projects require such an evaluation. 

Therefore, your assistance is needed to provide information based on your 
personal assessment of the effectiveness of^the total Inservice Training 
Workshop you have attended during the 1980-81 school year. 

Consider for a ncrent your own position and feelings regarding the Inservice 
Training. Then please react to each of the following statements or questibns 
as they apply to you. Your frank reactions will provide us with useful 
information which can be used to inprove the Inservice Training. 



Thank you for you^ cooperation. 



\ 



Mike Syropoulos, Ed.tf 
Evaluator/ Research and 
Evaluation Department 
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DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH STATEMENT. 
SA ~ Strongly Agree: You strongly agree with statement. 

* 

A - Agree: You agree more than you disagree, 

- Disagree:. You disagree more than you agtee, 
SD - Strongly Disagree: You strongly disagree with statement. 
NA 



«* Not Applicable^ Does not apply or don't know. Circli when you 
' this statement does not apply, or yen* siitply c 
answer the question* 



feel 
cannot 



Analysis of workshop design- 

1. There was sufficient time to achieve the 
workshop's stated objectives. 

2. The physical setting and facilities were 
opttabie for the workshop functions 

3. The day, time of- day, and/or general timing 
of the workshop (s) was appropriate for this 
purpose. 

4. The workshop^ 1 ) activities were well 
structured and organized. 

WORKSHOP PROCEDURES 

1. The training procedures used in the' 
workshop (o) were appr o pr iate, to its goals. 

2. The training format provided ample s . 
opportunities for active involvement and 
personal interaction with the consultants 
and other participants. 

3. The size of the workshop (o) training 
group(s) was about right for its purpose. 

WORKSHOP CONTENT 

1. The workshop (s) goals and objectives were 
clearly defined and presented. 

2. Workshop discussions were centered on 
-topics directly related to the workshop 
goals. 

-1- 



SA 



SA 



SA 



SA 



SA 



SA 




SA 



SA 



\ 



SD NA 



SD NA 



SD NA 



SD NA 



SD NA 



SD NA 



SD NA 



SA A D SD - m 
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CONSULTANT (SFSEFEVICES 



3 



1. The consultants! w^re loxwledgeable SA A D SD 18h 
and skillful in their pr^entation^ 

and in^lementat^^ program • , 

- activities. •'. ' . V ■ 

■ " * ..^ " •* ■ ; ---- ..... . 

2. The consultants proceeded at a^irbderate SA A D SD NA 
enough pace all^Rndng f or a clear v | ■ 

understanding by the participants. 

3. The consultants were genuinely concerned 

"jwith the progress of the participants, SA A D SD NA 

4. 13ie consultants program activities were SA A D .SD NA 
planned and presented in afcpreertent with : 
your perceptioh of the workshop goals ^ 
and objedtives. 



■WORKSHOP OOTCO^ 

1. There was considerable agreement between SA A 

the workshop's stated objectives arid {■■* - 

what I actually gained. 



D SD NA 



2. Th$ ideas presented w$re appropriate for SA A D SD NA 

my backgrounds and needs. 



3. The presentation stimulated further ' SA A D . SD NA 

thought and interest in ny daily working / Q 



situation. 



4. Most of the ideas gained in the workshop (s) SA A D 0 Sp i NA 
will\be used in ray Instruction. 

5. Most of the ideas gained in the workshop (s) :SA A D SD \ NA 
will be shared with njy colleagues.' ;•■ J 



6. Hbw many wo^ksra^(an<Vor conference 
did you attend flutfirig the 1980-81 school 



1 "<> 



year? 




f 
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7* Please* list some of the workshop and/or conferences you have attended. 

a. : - ■> - ; '• • ■ ' : . ■•■ 



c. 
d. 
e. 



STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 

What were the strengths of the workshops? Please check; 
Consultants 1 ( 1 Director 
Materials and/or exercises f 1 Group participants I 1 
. Audiovisual materials (if any) 1 I Goals and Objectives I , 1 
Other F | (Please explain) , 

What were the weaknesses of the workshops? Please check t 

• Cbnsultants I ] Director I I 

Materials an<Vor Exercises 1 1 Group participants [ I 

Audiovisual materials (if any) I I Goals and Objectives I I 

Other | 1 (Please explain) ; : • . • 

Please note any suggestions for improving future workshops* * 
(Use other side if necessary.) ■ . ; " ■ . " 
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APPENDIX A 



STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF THE NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS 
LEARNING CENTER 
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EMC 




Detroit 
Public 
Schools 



STAFF PERCEPTIONS' OF THE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TITLE I LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 



Research and 
Evaluation 
Department 



The basic purpose of the Learning Resource. Center is to provide meaningful 
programs which will lead to. improved performance by Title I target population 
pupils. ;- m 

In seeking to achieve this goal , an evaluation of the Learning Resource- Center 
is conducted in order to gain information relative to its^trengths ^weak- 
nesses. The SSEA, Title I. federal agency which 'provides funds for the Center s 
operation requires such an evaluation. ) 

Therefore, your assistance is needed to provide information, based on your per- 
sonal assessment of the effectiveness of the Learning Resource Center. This 
activity is intended to take approximately five to ten minutes. 

Consider for a moment your own position and feelings regarding the Learning 
Resource Center. Then please react to each of the following statements or 
questions as they apply to you. Your frank reactions will provide us with 
useful information which can be used to improve the Learning Resource Center. 



Thank you for your cooperation. 



Mike Syropoulos, Ed.D. 
Evaluator 

Research and Evaluation Department 



/ 



DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH STATEMENT « 

SA - Strongly Agree : Ydu strongly agree with the statement. 

A - Agree: You agree more than you disagree. 

D - Disagree: You disagree more than you agree. 

SD - Strongly Disagree : You strongly disagree with the\ statement. . 

NA - Not Applicable : Does not. apply or don't know. Circle when you 

feel this statement does net apply or you simply 
cannot answer the question. V 
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1. The Learning Resource Center's services 
are helpful to ray school* 

2. Most teachers have a positive attitude 
toward the Learning Resource Center. 

3 # The Learning Resource Center has been 
f successful in improving participating 
pupils 1 reading skills* ~ 

k 9 The Learning Resource Center has been 
successful in improving participating 
jjupils^ math skills. ^ 

5 # The Learning Resource Center has been 
successful in minimizing participating 
pupils 1 learning difficulties. 

6# Te/achers have .made use* of the Learning 
Resource Center '.s teacher services. 

'7*'" The Learning Resource Center's teacher 
is readily available to me. 

8. The school administration has explained 
the services of the Learning Resource 
Center. 

9. The initial presentation ot the Learning 
Resource Center was adequate to inform me 
of its services. 

10. The Learning Resource Center has been 
successful in improving attitudes of 
participating pupils toward learning. 



SA A _P SB f NA 

SA AD. SB NA 

SA • A D SD NA 

SA A D SD NA . 

SA A. D SD NA 

SA A D SD NA 

\ « 

SA A D , ' SD NA 

SA A *D SD NA 

SA A D SD NA 

SA A D SD ' NA 



11. Participating pupils enjoy going to the . 
Learning Resource Center. SA . A > D / SD NA 

12. The Learning Resource Center's teacher 
has provided me with adequate informa- 
tion about my student's individualized 

prescriptive treatment. , SA. A L SD NA 

• . * 

13. The Learning Resource Center's teacher 

has Been helpful to me. SA A D SD NA 

lk. I would refer another child who needed , 

help to the Learning Hesource Center. SA A D I SD NA 
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How nany times did you visit the Learning .Resource Center during the 
1980-81 school year? 



How many times did you talk to the teacher regarding your students 
attending! the Learning Resource Center? 



What were 
Strengths 
l; 

2. ■_ 

3. •'• . 

If. 



the strengths and/or weaknesses of the Learning Resource Center? 



Weaknesses : 

1. ■ 

2. 

3. 



Please make any suggestions for improving the Learning Resource Center. 



• / 
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J^r? U CONSULTANTS' PERCEPTIONS OfJtHE NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS Re ?f,!i»»f 

TITLE I\LE^ID<G.^ffiSOlFaCE CENTER £££5 

The basic purpose of the Learning Center is to provide meaningful programs which 
will lead to improved performance by Title I target population pupils. 

In seeking to achieve this goal, an evaluation of the Learning Center is conduct- 
ed in order' to gain information relative to its" strengths and weaknesses.' The 
ESEA, Title I federal agency which provides funds for the Center's operation 
requires such an evaluation. *" <£/ ' 

Therefore, your- assistance is needed to provide information based on your 
personal assessment of the effectiveness of the Learning Center. This activity 
is intended to take approximately five to ten minutes. 

Consider for a moihent your own position and feelings regarding the Learning 
Center. Then please react tb each of the following statements or questions as 
they apply to you. Your frank reactions will provide us with useful information 
which can be used to improve the Learning Resource Center. 



Thankyou for your cooperation. 



1 



Mike Syropoulos, Ed.B. 
Evaluator 

Research and Evaluation Department 



1. Please make specific suggestions for the, improvement of your Learning Resource 
Center. 5 

1. _ 



2. 



3. 



5. 
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7. 



8. 



2. X*leas« wake any comments you wish about the Learning Resource Center. 



■ \ 

*r 



1 



•2- 
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PARENTS PERCjPTIONS OF THE 
LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER 
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Detroit : Researph and 

Public WON-PUHLIC SCHOOLS LEARNING RESOURCE COTTER ~ Evaluation 
Schools * RAREOT QUESTIONHAIKE . Department 



Dear Parent: 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain your evaluation of the 
services provided to you and your child by the Learning Resource Center. 

An evaluation of- each of the projects supported by funds from the 
Elenentary and Secondary Education Act/ Title I is required under terms 
of the contract between the Detroit Board of Education and the Funding \ 
Agency. - 

.1 would be extrenely grateful to you if you would take your time and 
effort to help with this important evaluation. 

Thank you for your cooperation. * 

Sincerely, 



Mike Syropoulos, Ed.D. 
Evaluatar 

Research and Evaluation Department 



^Nane of school your child is attending: 



o so 

ERIC ou 



DIRECTIONS : PLEASE CIPCLE THE CORRECT RESPONSE TO EACH STATEMENT 
s Yes - No or Don't Know (Doesn't apply) 

Please indicate tfbw characteristic (or true) each statement is of the 
teaser and/or aides of the Learning Resource Center: ■ 

V 

1, The Learning Resource Center's staff 
have been successful in inprcvincj my 
child's attitude toward learning. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 
Knatf 



2. Ity child enjoys going to the Learning 

Resource Center, f 



Yes 



Ho 



Don't 

Knew 



3, The Learning Resource Center's staff 
have provided me with adequate 
information about my child's achieve- 
ment. 



Yc£ 



No 



Don't 
Knew 



4. My child likes the teacher and aides 
of the Learning Resource Center 1 . 



Yes 



No 



Don't 

Know 



5. The teacher and aides appear to be 
sincerely concerned about my child's 
education. 

V 



Yes 



No 



Don't 

Knew • 



0. I am pleased that my child is 
~~\ attending the Learning Resource 
Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't^ 
Knew ~ 



7. 



8. 



I would like to have my child < 
continue in the Learning Resource 
Ceriter, if .it is. at .all, ppssible. 



I have' seen some improvement in my 
child's reading ^skills since he/she 
has been in the Learning Resouroo 
Center. 



Yes 



Yes 



No 



No 



Don't 

Know 



Don't 
Knew 



9 . > % I have seen some improvement in my 
child's mathematics skills since 
he/she has been in the Learning 
Resource Center. 



Yes 



No 



Don't 

Know 
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10. I would like to have more cuniunic^tion 
with the teacher and aides of the 
Learning Resource Center. 

. . ■ ' ]] f 

11. I would lite to know more about the 
Learning Resource Center. 



Yes 



Yes 



)Jo 



No 



Don't 
Know 



Don't 
Knc*/ 



12. I would like to attend workshops for 
parents in the Learning Resource 
Center 



Yes 



Ho 



Don't 

Know ^ 



13. I have visited and observed the 

activities at the Learning Resource 
Center. 



Yes 



NO 



Don't 
Knew 



14. Please note any suggestions for improving the Learning Resource Center 
services. 



- 2 - 
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Detroit 
, Public 
% Schools 



FINAL EVALUATION INSERVICE TRAINING 
WORKSHOPS 



^Pesearch and 
Evaluation 
Department 



One of the biasic purposes* of this project is to provi^ meaningful inservioe 
programs for professional and paraprofessional staff menfoers (and parents) j 
which will Id&d to improved ^rf ormanoe by Title I or Title IV-C target J 
population pup:fcls. j 

In seeking to achieve this goal, an evaluation of the Inservifae Training 
Wbrkshops is conducted in order tp gain information relative to its 
strengths arid weaknesses.- The\ ESEA, Title I, and Tit\e IV-C federal agencies 
which provide funds for these projects require such an evaluation. 



1 Therefore/ your assistance is needed to provide information based on your 
personal assessment of the effectiveness of the total Ins^rvice Training 
Wbrkshop you have attended. during the" 1980-81 school year. v 

■ ' • • •• ■ * ■ ' '. ' 

Consider for a norent. your own position and feelings regarding the Inservice 

Wining! T?heri' please react to each of the following 'statements or questions 
as "they apply to you. > Youp f rank reactions^ will provide us with useful 
information which can be used to improve the Inservice Training. 



Thank you for your cooperation. 



Mike Syropoulos Ed.D 
Evaluatqr, Research and ; 
Evaluation Department 
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DIRECTIONS : PLEASE CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH STATEMENT. 

SA - Strongly Agree: You strongly agree with statement • - j 

A -t Agree: Ybu agree nore than you disagree. j,. 

D Disagree: You* disagree nore than you agree. 

SD ^ Strongly Disagree: You strongly disagree with statement. 

NA Tfot* Applicable; Does* not apply or don't* knew, Cifcle when you, feel 
• - r vthis statement does not apply , orjfyou sinply cannot 

-answer the question. 



ANALYSIS OF WORKSHOP DESIGN 



1, There wa£ sufficient time to achieye the SA^ A D SD HA 
workshop's stated objectives. ' ". / 

2. The physical Setting and facilities were SA A D SD . NA 
suitable* for the workshop functions. I % 

,3. The day, tj|fe of r day > and/or general timing SA A D SD NA 
of the workshop (s) was appropriate r for this 
purpose. 

k. The workshop (a 1 ) activities were well . SA ^ A D SD NA 

:! structured anc^rganized. " ■ 



SA A D SD NA 
SA A ' D SD NA 



WORKSHOP 

■ i 

The training procedures used in the 
workshop (s) were -appropriate to its goals, 

2 t , The training format provided anple* 

opportunities for active involven^nt and 

personal interaction with the consultants 

and other participants. - - ' 

» 3. The size of the workshop (s) tu^ihing SA A D SD .NA 

group (s) was about right for its purpose. 

WORKSHOP CONTENT 

1. The |workshop(s) goals and objectives were SA A D SD NA 
clearly defined and presented. \^ 

2. Wbrkshop discussions were centered on , . SjfV A : D SD NA 
topics directl^relafced to the workshop 

' goals. * 
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CONSULTANT (S) SERVICES 

1. The consultants \rere knowledgeable - SA A d! SD NA 

and skillful in their presentation 
and inplementation of the program 
activities. 

2* -The consultants proceeded. at a moderate SA A D SD NA 

enough pace allowing for a clear 
understanding by the participants. 

3. The consultants were genuinely concerned 

with the progress of the participants. SA jfA" D SD NA 

4. The consultants program activities were SA A D SD NA 
planned and presented in agreement with 

your perception of the workshop goals 
and objectives. 

WORKSHOP OUTCCMES \ 

1. ' There was considerable agreement between . SA A D SD NA 

the workshop's stated objectives and 
what I actually gained. * * 

2. The ideas presented were appropriate for SA A D SD NA 
my backgrounds* and needs* 

3. The,, presentation stiirallated further ■ 4 SA A D SD NA 
thought and interest ir} my daily working \ 
situation. ■ ■ . - , 

4. ftost of the ideas gained in the workshop (s) * SA A D St) NA 
will be used in my instruction. 

*5. Most of the ideas gained in the workshop (s) SA A' D SD NA 
will be shared with my colleagues. 

6. HcwIfS^ woirk^hops and/Or conferences 
7 did jyou attend during tfhe 1980-81 school 
year? _____ 




7. Please list soma of the workshop and/or conferences you have attended. 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 



3firectar~ ^ - , 



i — f 



STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES / , . 

Wiat wer§ the strengths of the workshops? Please check; 
consultants ' f 1 
Materials and/or exercises f / I Group participants I I 
Audiovisual materials (if any) I 1 Gpals and Objectives 
Other ] n (Please ^cplain) ; 

What were the weaknesses of the workshops? Please check: 
Consultants | I 1 Director 

Materials and/or e 



cises 



Audiovisual materials (if any) I 1 
Other | 1 .(Please explain) 



Group participants | | 
Goals and Objectives [ 1 



Please note any suggestions for improving future workshops. 
(Use other side if necessary.) 



/ 
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